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? sample of 15 good and 15 poor first-grade readers,
sel:cted on the basis of the teacher's classification, performan-.e on
the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test, Primary A, 2orm 1, &nd the Peabody
Picture Vocabulary Test, was individually taught five .onsense
syllebles by each of four teaching modality procedures: visual,
auditory, kinesthetic, and a combination of the three. The tewusching
procedure vas taszd on the Mills Learning Methods Test and was
carried out by the researcher in a laboratory situation. Twenty-four
hours later, a test of retention was given. As expected, good ruaders
took significantly fewer trials to master nonsense syllables and
reteined more nonsense syllables than the poor readers did. Hovever,
no single mod» of learning resulted in significantl)y suparior
acquisition or retention of nons2nse syllables for either good or
poor readers as a group. Rather, nodality preference appeared “u bhe
an individval matter. Limitations and educational impiications ¢%¢ the
study are given, and tables and refcrences are included. (L)
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PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
The purpose of this investigation was to study the
differences {n the learning modalities of good and poor
firat grade readers, More specifically, answers were sought

to the following questions:
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1., Are there differences in the learning modalities of
good and poor first grade readers? |

2, Across all modalities, do good readers and poor readers
learn nonsense syllables aqually well? |

3., Across readers, Jo first graders learn nonsensc
syllables equally wall oy all modalities?

k. For good readers and poor readers {s there a modality
for learning nonsense syllables that s significantly

superior to other modalities?

| BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFICANCE

twch of the resenrch in reading during the last decade
has been devoted to studies which have‘sought to compare one
teaching method with anotherj many of tinese studies were cone
ducted to find the best method for teaching reading, However,
the results of these studfes can be clearly summarized by
Chall's (k) statement in her discussion of research on
beginning reading: |

Ons of the most impartant things, {f not the

most important thing, . . learned from

studying the existing resdsarch on beginuing

reading {s that it soys nothing consistently,

Fucrther study of major research that has been completed

since Chall's reviaw supports tha position that no one
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method of teaching beginning reading s good enough to be
used to the oxclusfon of another. (2) As Durkin (11) has
stated, ", , . we have advanced to the realfzation that there
{s no singie method of teaching beginning reading that f{s
best for all children,"

Tharefore, reading specfalists and researchers must
begin to ook in new directions for ways of improving reading
fnstruction rather than looling for the best method, As
Gates (6) has indicated, rmading researchers need to abandon
the {des that what {s better on the average {s superior for
allj the loarner must be seen as an individual,

There {s & definite need tou begin to match a particular
teaching method with ths lcarning style of a child, Selecting
a tesching method that utilizes a8 child's modality strength
fs = procedﬁre used in treating retarded raaders in soms
reading clinfcs, (J) This same procedure might be used in
baginning reading instruction to determine an appropriate
mathod for each child, '

Mitis (11) has developed an fnstrument that is designed
", + « to 8id the remedial reacding teacher in determining the
student's ability to learn new words under differant teaching
procedures,” This instrument, in essence, s useu to
deternine whethar a child tearns best by the Visual Modality,
the Phonic or Auditory Hodglity, the Kinesthetic Nodality,
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or a combfnation of these mocylities, The instrument or the
procedure spelled out in the i{nstrument has bcen used in a
few research studies which dealt with older boys and girls

or mentally retarded children, (10),(3),(17,(8) None of
these studies has attemptod to look at the modality strengths
and weeknesses of beginning readers,

This investigation was designed to study whether learning

modalfty strengths and weaknesses are readity discernible {n
beginning readers, It was reasoned that {rformation m{ght be
obtained that would lead to new procedures of grouping in the
early stages of reading instruction. De Hirsch (5) believes
that modalfty strength and weakness {s of more than a
theoretical interest and should largely determine teaching
method, Since few studies have explored the proPiem, a

definite need for empirical evidence does exfst,

DEFINITION OF TERMS
The folimiing terms are used throughout this study as
they aro defined below:
Additorz Modatitytr a process of learning that utfi{zes
primarily the senst of hearing,

Conbination Modality:t a process of learning thet utiiizes

the senses of hearing, sight, and touch,
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Kinesthatic Modality:s a process of tearning that emphasizes

the sonse of touch,

Visual Modalitys & process of learning that utilizes

orimarily the sense of sight,

hearning Tasks the acquisition of five nonsense syilables

taught by a specified modality procedure,
Mastery: one correct response on all five nonsense

syllables of the learning task,

PROCEDURES

Original Sample The orfginal sample for the study was
drawn from two elementary schools in Louisville, Kentucky
which had been classified by school officials as middle class
schools, There were eight first grade classrooms in the two

schools,

Selaction of Classrooms Since the type of reading
program to which each subject had been ¢xposed could affect
his modality preference, an attempt was made to assess the
clossrooms fnvolved on this var,éclc . Each teacher was
atked to complete 8 questionnafre concerning the type of
fnstruction that she normally used in teaching reading, The

completed questionnaire was used as the basis for en interview,
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From these two sources it was concluded that the instruction
given in the efght classrooms had been very similar, Therefore,

no classroom was eliminated from the study,

Selection of the Final Sample Selection of good and

poor readers was bused on two criterfa, teacher classification
of pupils' reading performance {n class, and student performance
on the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test, Primary A, Form |,

Each teacher was asked to divide her class into three
groups according to pupi!l reading performance in class, This
ctassification was done prior to testing to insure that the
teacher's judgment was not affected by the test results,

All taachar ratings werv on an absolute scale and were not
in relation to the pupfl's abiifty, Groups ! an! '’ were
designated good readers and poor readers respectively,

The second varfable used for semple salection was the
scores on the Gates MacGinitie R2ading Test, The two subtest
raw scofes were averaged together for a total reading rew
score, The scores were then iistec {n order from high to
low for the total sample, The u.pe~ Lhirty perce’.t was
classified as good readers and the lower Lhifty percent as
poor readers, These cute-off points have bean used in
previous research studies (3).

To be classified in the final sample as a good or a poor
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reader each subject had to be classified as a good or a poor
reader on both of the abcva variables,

The sample of good and poor readers was screened on
intetl1igence using the Peabody Picture Vocabulaery Test (PPVT),
Any subject falling beyond one standard deviation beiow the
mean was eliminated, The mean for the PPVT {s 100 and the
standard deviation is 15,

One hundred ninetys-efght first graders were tested for
selection of the final samplg. Seven of the subjects were
aliminated because they were repeaterss three were eliminated
on the basis of befng classifled according to schoo! officials
as percqptually hand{capped; two were eliminated because they
were new to the school end {t was not possible to datermine
the type of instruction to which they had been exposed prior
to the time of the study, A total of 186 first graders m. t
the criterta necessary for {nclusion {n the pool of subjects
from which ths final sample was selected,

Thirty subjects were classified as poor - lers and
thirty-one were classified as good readers according to the
criterta sat forth by this study. A)) of the sixtye-ons sube
jects were given the PPVT, Oniy one was eliminated on the
basis of intelligence, This was a poor reader,

The twentye-nine poor readers and thirtyeone good readers

were listed In random order, The first fifteen in each group
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were used as the subjects for the study,

Procedure for Studying Modalities The procedure used

for exploring learning modal{ties was based on the Mills
Learning Methods Test, This {nstrument served as an
fnstructional model with some revision, The major changes
which were made fnvolved (1) a change from the use of real
words to the use of nonsense syllables and {2) more explicit
teaching procedures, Nonsense syllables were used to insure
that all subjects could be presented the same stinut{ in each
teaching modality., The changed teaching procedures took the
form of a separate script to be followed in each modality

presentation,

Selection of hinsense Syllables Nonsense syllables

were selected from the combined Glaze and Krueger (13} 1ist.
This 1ist i{ndicates the association value of the syllables as
determined by two studies, Only those syllables that had a
70 percent association velua o higher on both studies were
used, These xyllables were then rated according to
proitounceabiiity as determined by a panel of eleven graduate
students and faculty at Indfana University, Those syllables
rated as easy to pronounce hut not resembling real words by

a majority of the raters were used for the final selection of
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nonsense tyilables, For each modality five of the syliables
were randomly selocted for the learning task and one syliable
wes used as a practice trial prior to the learning task.

(See Table 1,) Consistent pronunciation of each syllable was

maintained by the use of one examiner,

Teaching Modalities Four teaching modalities were

utflfzed; a Visual Modality, an Auditory Modality, a Kinesthetic
Modality, and a Combinstion Modality., Each modality was
designed to emphasize primarily one of the senses of sight,
sound, touch, or a combination of these,

The Visual Modalfty utilized the aspects of word length
and configuration for teaching, Each subject compared the
length of the syllables and matched each syllsble with its
correct configurcation,

The Auditory so&ality used éh. aspects of sounds and
chyming words in teaching, The sound elements of ths syllables

~were {solated and hlendsd together and a riyming word was
fdentified,

The Xinesthetic Modality involved tracing and copying
each syllable,

The Combination Modality utitfzed the aspects of sight,
sound end tracing in teaching, The Kinasthetic Modality
syllsbles and the Combination Modelity syllsbles were made of




J.D, Cooper 10

TABLE !, NONSENSE SYLLABLES SELECTED FOR EACH MODALITY
Visual Auditory Kinesthetic Combination
wof#* dob¥* kep jen

wul sek pom pek

sav mal 1of bux

mov cag’ gir Ton

tal mul jol fes¥*

wif kav dat¥* boc

*Indicates trial syllable
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black san&paper. All 6ther syllables were pkinted in black
| India 1ink,

Each subject was individually taught five nonsense
syllables by each of the four modality procedures, The
order of modality presentation was randomized., The subjects
were taught the syllables unti) they (1) mastered the task by
correct.'y naming all five nonsense syllables as they were
presented on the testing cycle, (2) completed ten trials of
the teaching cycle followed by ten testing cycles, or (3)
were given thirty minutes of instruction, The thirty
l minutes were counted as ten trials, Twenty-four hours later
a fest for rétention was given, In order to control the
teacher'vakiable, this researcher instructed all sub jects,

| The data used for snalysis were the number of trials to
master che learning task (Acquisition Score) and the number
of words retained over twenty-four hours (Retention Score).

To be included ir the findings each subject had to be
present for five consecutive days. Four subjects were lost
dﬁe to absence and four were lost due to non-participation,
Instruction of the subjects continued until there wers 15

good readers and 15 poor readers,
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DESIGN AND ANALYSIS
The design employed with this study was a modified

repeated measures design, Whent he mean I[.,Q. scores of the

good and poor readers were compared using the t-test, it was
found that they differed significantly (See Table 2}, Therefore,
analysis of covariance was used with intelligence serving as

. the covariate., Where significance was achieved at the ,05

Yevel of confidence, the Scheffé post-hoc test was used for

specific comparisons,

TABLE 2, RESULTS OF THE T-TEST COMPARING THE MEAN 1.Q.
OF GOOOD AND POOR READERS

Type of Reader Mean PPVT 1.Q,
Good ' 11,6
Poor 103.5

2,07 significant at ,05 level
28)

o
#n

(df
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SUMMARY OF MAJOR RESULTS

Three of the six major comparisons using analysis of
covariance were significant at the ,05 level of confidence,
The data for these comparisons are summarizac in Tables 3
and 4, Space does not permi¢ a complete presentation of the
data for the specific conpaiisons test, On the basis of the
analysis of covarfance and the Scheffe post-hoc test for
specific comparisons, the following results wére obtainads

1. Good rmeaders as a group took significantly fewer
trials than poor readers as a group to master the nonsense
syllables in all modalities except the Visual Modality, The
difference fn the Visual Modality was not significant,

2.. For good readers as a group and poor feaéers as a
group, there was no modality significantily superior for the
acquisttion of nonsense syllables,

3. Good readers as a group retained significantly more
nonsense syllables than the poor readers as a group when they
were taught by the Kinesthetic Modality and the Combination
Modality,

4, Within good readers as a group and within poor
readers as a group, there was no modality significantly
superfior for ertentfon of nonsense syllaonles,

5. No single modality pattern characterized the good

readers as a group or the poor readers as a group, In other
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TABLE 3, SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR
ACQUISITION SCORES

-~ L

Source SS df 1ieS, F -

—

(Good and Foor Readers Across Modatities)
Readers 604,07 ' 1 604,07 81,62%%
Error 35,81 28 1.2788

(Modalizies With Gond and Poor Readers Combined)
Modelfties 8.50 3 2,33 0.49
Error 83,21 83

{(Modality by Reader Interaction)

Modality 49,68 3 16,56 2,.84%
X Reader .
Error 483,21 83 5.82

* significant at .05 level
** significant at .01 tevel
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TABLE 4, <SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR
RETENTION SCORES

Source 5 df Ms. F

(Good and Poor keaders Across Modalities)
Readers 100,69 1 100,69 64 , 329

r
-5
-
[»]
“

— -
t———

(Modalities With Good and Poor Readers Combined)
Modalities 0.4941 3 0.1647 0.1029
Error 132,87 83 1.6008

(Modality by Reader Interaction)

Modality 7.5830 3 2,5277 1.579
X Reader ’ ‘ ‘
Error 132,87 83 1.6008

** s{gnificant at .01 level
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words, when the learnin§ profiles of each individual were
examined, no consistent pattern was found within either
group,

6, Vvariation in acduisition and retention scores
between modalities was greater for poor readers than for

good readers,

LIMITATIONS

This study was conducted under highly controlled conditions
which entailed a one-to-one teaching situation isolated from
the classfoom; therefore, since many of the extraneous
variables which operate in the classroom were controlled, the
genersiizability of the findings will be iimited to such
learning conditions. .

The nopulation sampled was specialized in that it
included only first year first grade}s of average and above
average intellfgence; these subjects were drawn from middle
and upper middle class schools as.determined by school
officltals of a large city schooi‘system.

Other factors which 1imit the generalizability of the
findings include che small sample size, the definition of
mastery and the use of nonsense syllables instead of real

words,
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‘CONCLUSIONS

Based on the findings of this investigation and subject
to the limfitations cited above, the following conclusions
seem worrented:

1. Modality preference in good and poor first grade
readers appears to be an individual matter, No single mode
of learning was superiﬁr for acquisition or retention for
efther good or poor roaders,

2, Modality preference appecared to be more important
for poor reéders than for good readers, However, in some
cases-the acquisfition and retentiop of the good readers
éppeared to be affected by thy mode of presentation,

3. IAlthough the results were not statistically
significant, there was a trend in the data vhich indicated
that poor readers as a group do not learn best by the
Kinesthetic Modality and that gond readers as a group do
learn best by this modaifty,

4, Good readers as a group tend to leasrn nonsense
syllables with fewer trials than do poor readers,

5. The fearning task used in this investigation appears
to be one that could be employed for 1déntifying learning
modality strengths and weaknesses., Hore exploration wfll be
needed before the technique can be refined and used in actual

classroom practice, For example, the predictive validity of
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the procedure must be determined,

EDUCATIONAL IMPLICATIONS

Since this was a basfic research investigation, generaliz-
ability of the findings to classroom practice {5 limited
until further research can be conducted,

Modality preference was an individuat matter, No one
mode of learning was significantly superfor for good readers
or poor readers as a group, Therefore, future attempts to
;tgdy learning modalities should attend to the learning of
fndividuals and not be so concerned with groups.

A ;ignificant fmplication is that modality preference
appears to be important enough to make a difference in how
well individuals tearn and retain words, For example,
fnspection of the individual profiles for poor readers shows
that many of the subjects in this group learned and retained
"more syllables by one mode than by another, Although many of
these dffferences are not statistically significant, it is
likely that they are sducatfonally significant for the
fndividuzals concerned, Even though mode of presentation
apbeared to be more fmportant for poor readers, it also seemed
to make enough difference to merit cocnsideration fdr.good .

readers,
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Since the data seemed to indicate that pdor readers do
not tearn words best by the Kinesthetic Modality, caution
should be exercised in using this type of teaching procedure
with all poor readers unt{l further investigations can be

conducted,
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